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key roads, vital infrastructure and 
thousands of acres of farmland. Such 
an uncontrolled outflow from the east 
end of the lake, with extremely high 
levels of dissolved solids, would create 
environmental havoc for the water sup-
plies of downstream communities. 

For these reasons and others, the 
Committee wisely provided additional 
funding for an emergency outlet from 
the west end of the lake, where water 
quality is compatible with the 
Sheyenne River. Controlled releases 
would also be managed so as to avoid 
any downstream flooding. 

I would further point out to my col-
leagues that the project must meet 
tough fiscal and engineering tests, be-
sides complying strictly with the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act and 
the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909. 
The latter requirement involves full 
consultation with the International 
Joint Commission in order to address 
potential concerns of the Government 
of Canada. 

Finally, let me emphasize that the 
appropriation for an outlet bars the use 
of these funds to build an inlet to Dev-
ils Lake. Despite the lingering fears of 
some interests, neither the FY 1999 ap-
propriations nor the prior appropria-
tions would allow for an inlet. More-
over, pending legislation to revise 
North Dakota’s main water develop-
ment project, the Garrison Diversion 
Unit, includes no provision for either 
an inlet to or an outlet from Devils 
Lake. This reflects a joint determina-
tion by the bi-partisan elected leader-
ship of North Dakota on how to pro-
ceed with these projects. 

This FY99 funding bill also addresses 
another emergency situation near 
Williston, North Dakota. There again 
rising waters are threatening to render 
useless thousands of acres of farmland 
in the Buford-Trenton project and to 
displace farmers. The funding provided 
by the Senate will allow for the pur-
chase of easements which are author-
ized under the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996. This is another ex-
tremely important project which the 
Senate has supported at a reasonable 
level. 

The Subcommittee has added $6 mil-
lion to the budget request the Garrison 
Diversion project, in order to meet the 
federal responsibility for critical water 
development needs in our state. Let me 
state that the key to economic devel-
opment in North Dakota is water de-
velopment and that the key to water 
development is the Garrison Diversion 
project. 

Let me illustrate the importance of 
this project. Garrison funding will en-
sure that Indian tribes can provide 
clean drinking water to tribal members 
that often have to use some of the 
worst water in the nation. It will also 
deliver reliable water supplies for irri-
gation, industry, and residential use in 
semi-arid regions of the state and to 
communities whose normal drinking 
water looks more like tobacco juice. 
Moreover, the bill will continue to sup-

port environmental enhancements and 
wildlife habitat by means of such Gar-
rison programs as the Wetlands Trust. 

In a word, the Garrison funding will 
help to fulfill the federal commitment 
to develop a major water project in 
North Dakota to compensate the state 
for the loss of 500,000 acres of prime 
farmland. This land was flooded behind 
the garrison Dam in order to offer flood 
protection and inexpensive hydro 
power to states downstream. 

I would also advise my colleagues 
that North Dakota’s elected leaders are 
working on legislation to revise the 
Garrison project to meet the state’s 
contemporary water supply needs in a 
fiscally and environmentally respon-
sible way. The Garrison revision bill 
will refocus the project to provide mu-
nicipal, rural and industrial water sup-
plies to regional water systems, Indian 
reservations, and the Red River Valley 
while enhancing fish and wildlife habi-
tat. 

Finally, the bill before the Senate 
has supported funding which will allow 
the Army Corps of Engineers to pro-
ceed on a long-term flood protection 
plan for the city of Grand Forks, North 
Dakota on the Red River. Approxi-
mately one million dollars included 
will be used for preparatory studies and 
planning of the permanent levees to 
protect the sister cities of Grand 
Forks, North Dakota and East Grand 
Forks, Minnesota that were devastated 
in the catastrophic floods of 1997. 

My purpose today is to thank the 
leadership of the Energy and Water 
Subcommittee, and the Full Com-
mittee leadership, Mr. STEVENS and 
Mr. BYRD, for addressing in this bill 
projects of critical importance to 
North Dakota. Their leadership is ap-
preciated. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is 
the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is currently in morning business, 
and Senators are permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes. 

f 

DELAYS IN SENATE ACTION ON 
JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, just a 
couple of weeks ago, I commented in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on the Sen-
ate majority’s poor record in acting on 
judicial nominees, especially noting 
those judicial nominees who are either 
minorities or women. I included a re-
cent letter from the Congressional His-
panic Caucus, which calls upon the 
Senate Republican leadership to allow 
votes on the Latino judicial nominees 

who have languished in the Senate for 
far too long. 

I have also spoken often about the 
crisis in the second circuit and the 
need for the Senate to move forward to 
confirm the nominees to that court 
who are pending on the calendar. Judge 
Sonia Sotomayor is just such a quali-
fied nominee, and she is one being held 
up by the Republican majority, appar-
ently because some on the other side of 
the aisle believe she might one day be 
considered by President Clinton for 
nomination to the U.S. Supreme Court, 
should a vacancy arise. 

Last week, a lead editorial in the 
Wall Street Journal discussed this se-
cret basis for the Republican hold 
against this fine judge. The Journal re-
veals that these delays are intended to 
ensure that Sonia Sotomayor not be 
nominated to the Supreme Court, al-
though it is hard to figure out just how 
that is logical or sensible. 

In fact, how disturbing, how petty, 
and how shameful: Trying to disqualify 
an outstanding Hispanic woman judge 
by an anonymous hold. 

I have far more respect for Senators 
who, for whatever reason, wish to vote 
against her. Stand up; vote against her. 
But to have an anonymous hold—an 
anonymous hold—in the U.S. Senate 
with 100 Members representing 260 mil-
lion Americans, which should be the 
conscience of the Nation, should not be 
lurking in our cloakrooms anony-
mously trying to hold up a nominee. If 
we want to vote against somebody, 
vote against them. I respect that. 
State your reasons. I respect that. But 
don’t hold up a qualified judicial nomi-
nee. 

I was asked last week by Neil Lewis 
of the New York Times about this cir-
cumstance. He correctly reported my 
response in a front page story this last 
Saturday. I am offended by this anony-
mous effort to oppose her prompt con-
firmation by stealth tactics. Here is a 
highly qualified Hispanic woman judge 
who should have been confirmed to 
help end the crisis in the Second Cir-
cuit more than three months ago. 

The times Argus recently included an 
editorial entitled ‘‘Partisan Nonsense’’ 
on this hold. The editorial notes that 
Judge Sotomayor rose from a housing 
project in the Bronx to Princeton, Yale 
and a federal court appointment by 
President Bush, a Republican. The edi-
torial notes that the stalling tactics 
are aggravating the judicial emergency 
faced by the Second Circuit caused by 
judicial vacancies for which the Repub-
lican leadership in the Senate refuses 
to consider her, and another worthy 
nominee. The editorial concludes by 
urging me to make ‘‘a lot of noise over 
this partisan nonsense.’’ 

I don’t always follow the editorials in 
my home State. But this one I am 
happy to follow. 

I will continue to speak out on behalf 
of Judge Sotomayor and all the quali-
fied nominees being stalled here in the 
U.S. Senate. 

Judge Sotomayor in not the only 
woman or minority judicial nominee 
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who has been needlessly stalled. In-
deed, if one considers those nominees 
who have taken the longest to confirm 
this year, we find a disturbing pattern: 

Hilda Tagle, the only Hispanic 
woman the Senate has confirmed this 
year, took 32 months to be confirmed 
as a district court judge for the South-
ern District of Texas. That is more 
than two-and-one-half years. 

Judge Richard Paez, currently a dis-
trict court judge and a nominee to the 
Ninth Circuit, was first nominated in 
January 1996. Twenty-nine months lat-
ter, Judge Paez’s nomination remains 
in limbo on the Senate calendar. 

Nor have we seen any progress on the 
nomination of Jorge Rangel to the 
Fifth Circuit or Anabelle Rodriquez to 
the District Court for Puerto Rico, al-
though her nomination was received in 
January 1996, almost 29 months ago. 

For that matter, we have seen the 
President’s nomination of Judge James 
A. Beaty Jr., the first African Amer-
ican nominated to the Fourth Circuit, 
stalled for 30 months, since December 
1995. The situation in the Fourth Cir-
cuit was the topic of a Washington 
Post editorial past Saturday. We have 
seen the attack on Judge Frederica 
Massiah-Jackson, who would have been 
the first African-American woman to 
serve on the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania, but who was forced to with-
draw. We have seen the nomination of 
Clarence Sundram held up since Sep-
tember 1995, almost 33 months. 

In his annual report on the judiciary 
this year on New Year’s Day, the Chief 
Justice of the United States Supreme 
Court observed: ‘‘Some current nomi-
nees have been waiting a considerable 
time for a Senate Judiciary Committee 
vote or a final floor vote. The Senate 
confirmed only 17 judges in 1996 and 36 
in 1997, well under the 101 judges it con-
firmed in 1994.’’ He went on to note: 
‘‘The Senate is surely under no obliga-
tion to confirm any particular nomi-
nee, but after the necessary time for 
inquiry it should vote him up or vote 
him down.’’ Which of course is abso-
lutely correct. 

For some unexplained reason, judi-
cial nominees who are women or racial 
or ethnic minorities seem to take the 
longest in the Senate. Of the 10 judicial 
nominees whose nominations have been 
pending the longest before the Senate, 
eight are women and racial or ethnic 
minority candidates. A ninth has been 
delayed in large measure because of op-
position to his mother, who already 
serves as a judge. The tenth is one who 
blew the lid off the $1.4 million right- 
wing campaign to ‘‘kill’’ Clinton judi-
cial nominees. 

Pending on the Senate calendar, hav-
ing been passed over again and again, 
are Judge Sonia Sotomayor, Judge 
Richard Paez, Oki Mollway and Ronnie 
White. Held up in committee after two 
hearings is Clarence Sundram. Still 
without a hearing are Anabelle 
Rodriquez, Judge James A. Beaty Jr., 
and Jorge C. Rangel. What all these 
nominees have in common is that they 

are either women or members of racial 
or ethnic minorities. 

Acting to fill judicial vacancies is a 
constitutional duty that the Senate— 
and all of its member—are obligated to 
fulfill. In its unprecedented slowdown 
in the handling of nominees in the 
104th and 105th Congresses, the Senate 
is shirking its duty. The Senate major-
ity’s choices as they stall Hispanic, 
women and minority nominees is 
wrong and should end. 

Mr. President, I have served here for 
nearly 24 years. I know Members of the 
Senate. I have enormous respect for so 
many of them, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike. The vast majority of Sen-
ators I have served with do not have 
any bias or ethnic bias against people. 
They do not have a religious bias. They 
do not have a gender bias. But some-
how ethnic and gender biases have 
crept into the stalling of these nomina-
tions. 

If Senators are opposed to any judge, 
bring them up and vote against them. 
But don’t do an anonymous hold, which 
diminishes the credibility and respect 
of the whole U.S. Senate. 

I have had judicial nominations by 
both Democrat and Republican Presi-
dents that I intended to oppose. But I 
fought like mad to make sure they at 
least got a chance to be on the floor for 
a vote. 

I have stated over and over again on 
this floor that I would refuse to put an 
anonymous hold on any judge; that I 
would object and fight against any fili-
buster on a judge, whether it is some-
body I opposed or supported; that I felt 
the Senate should do its duty. 

If we don’t like somebody the Presi-
dent nominates, vote him or her down. 
But don’t hold them in this anonymous 
unconscionable limbo, because in doing 
that, the minority of Senators really 
shame all Senators. 

With that, Mr. President, I see Sen-
ators have come back to the floor for 
their debate. So I ask unanimous con-
sent that copies of the editorials of the 
Times Argus and the Washington Post, 
and the report from the New York 
Times, which I referred to, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From The Times Argus, June 15, 1998] 
PARTISAN NONSENSE 

You may never have heard of a federal dis-
trict judge named Sonia Sotomayor, and it 
appears that several key Republicans are 
hoping you never will. They’d like her to 
simply vanish from the nation’s political 
radar screen, but Vermont’s Sen. Patrick 
Leahy is among those who stand in their 
way. 

It appears these political foes of President 
Clinton are afraid that if they confirm Judge 
Sotomayor’s nomination to the 2nd District 
U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, as Clinton has 
proposed, her next stop will be a seat on the 
United States Supreme Court. 

Although Sotomayor grew up in the 
sprawling housing projects of the Bronx, 
where success stories are less than common-
place, she managed to graduate with high 
honors from Princeton, become editor of the 

Yale Review and earn a reputation as an ef-
fective federal prosecutor. 

In 1992, she was appointed to the federal 
bench by then-President George Bush. That 
would seem to suggest she had bipartisan 
support, but that was before some nervous 
Republicans began to fear there may soon be 
an opening on the Supreme Court. That 
opening, they worried, would allow Clinton 
to nominate Sotomayor, a woman and an 
Hispanic. 

Of course there is no vacancy on the high 
court, nor has there been any clear signal 
that there will be one any time soon. Justice 
John Paul Stevens, who many believe will be 
the first of the present batch of justices to 
retire, has already hired his clerks for the 
next court session. In addition, Sotomayor’s 
name was not on a list of recommended 
nominees the Hispanic National Bar Associa-
tion submitted to Clinton. 

But even if there was a pending vacancy, 
what is it about Judge Sotomayor that 
would make Republicans so worried? Is it 
that she’s Hispanic? Is it that she’s too lib-
eral, or too much a judicial activist? 

For the record nobody is saying, but off the 
record, some Senate aides concede their 
bosses are worried she would, indeed, be an 
activist. Interestingly, conservative sup-
porters of Judge Sotomayor’s nomination ve-
hemently disagree with that assessment. 

Enter Sen. Leahy, the senior Democrat on 
the Judiciary Committee. In blunt terms, 
Leahy has criticized the Republicans who, 
behind the scenes and not for attribution, 
are seeking to scuttle Sotomayor’s nomina-
tion. 

‘‘Their reasons are stupid at best and cow-
ardly at worst,’’ Leahy told a New York 
Times reporter. ‘‘What they are saying is 
that they have a brilliant judge who happens 
to be a woman and Hispanic and they haven’t 
the guts to stand up and argue publicly 
against her on the floor. They just want to 
hide in their cloakrooms and do her in quiet-
ly.’’ 

Those are strong words, particularly for 
the United States Senate, but Leahy’s anger 
is genuine and justified. 

The campaign against Judge Sotomayor 
began on the editorial pages of the ultra-con-
servative Wall Street Journal and was given 
much wider exposure when it was taken up 
by Rush Limbaugh, the right wing radio talk 
show host. 

The Journal was upset with Sotomayor’s 
ruling that a coalition of New York busi-
nesses promoting a program for the homeless 
had violated federal law by not paying the 
minimum wage. This, in the Journal’s opin-
ion, constituted ‘‘judicial activism.’’ 

But a well-known conservative, Gerald 
Walpin, has rushed to Sotomayor’s defense 
and his message is worth heeding. 

‘‘If they had read the case they would see 
that she said she personally approved of the 
homeless program but that as a judge she 
was required to apply the law as it exists,’’ 
Walpin commented. ‘‘She wrote that the law 
does not permit an exception in this case. 
That’s exactly what conservatives want a 
non-activist judge who does not apply her 
own views but is bound by the law.’’ 

What’s particularly aggravating by the 
stalling tactics of Clinton’s foes is that they 
come at a time of major judicial delays 
caused by the existing vacancies on the 
bench Judge Sotomayor would fill. The chief 
judge of the circuit, a conservative Repub-
lican, has written about having to declare 
‘‘judicial emergencies’’ because of these va-
cancies. 

We hope Sen. Leahy makes a lot of noise 
over this partisan nonsense. 
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[From the New York Times, June 13, 1998] 
G.O.P., ITS EYES ON HIGH COURT, BLOCKS A 

JUDGE 
(By Neil A. Lewis) 

WASHINGTON, June 12—Judge Sonia 
Sotomayor seemed like a trouble-free choice 
when President Clinton nominated her to an 
appeals court post a year ago. Hers was an 
appealing story: a child from the Bronx 
housing projects who went on to graduate 
summa cum laude from Princeton and be-
come editor of the Yale Law Journal and 
then a Federal prosecutor. 

Moreover, she had been a trial judge since 
1992, when she was named to the bench by 
the last Republican president George Bush. 

But Republican senators have been block-
ing Judge Sotomayor’s elevation to the ap-
peals court for a highly unusual reason: to 
make her less likely to be picked by Mr. 
Clinton for the Supreme Court, senior Re-
publican Congressional aides said in inter-
views. 

The delay of a confirmation vote on Judge 
Sotomayor to the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the Second Circuit, based in New 
York, is an example of the intense and often 
byzantine political maneuverings that take 
place behind the scenes in many judicial 
nominations. Several elements of the 
Sotomayor case are odd, White House offi-
cials and Democrats in Congress say, but the 
chief one is the fact that there is no vacancy 
on the Supreme Court, and no firm indica-
tion that there will be one soon. Nor is there 
any evidence of a campaign to put Judge 
Sotomayor under consideration for a seat if 
there were a vacancy. 

Judge Sotomayor’s nomination was ap-
proved overwhelmingly by the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee in March. Of the judicial 
nominees who have cleared the committee in 
this Congress, she is among those who have 
waited the longest for a final vote on the 
floor. 

Senate Republican staff aides said Trent 
Lott of Mississippi, the majority leader, has 
agreed to hold up a vote on the nomination 
as part of an elaborate political calculus; if 
she were easily confirmed to the appeals 
court, they said, that would put her in a po-
sition to be named to the Supreme Court. 
And Senate Republicans think that they 
would then have a difficult time opposing a 
Hispanic woman who had just been con-
firmed by the full Senate. 

‘‘Basically, we think that putting her on 
the appeals court puts her in the batter’s box 
to be nominated to the Supreme Court,’’ said 
one senior Republican staff aide who spoke 
on the condition of anonymity. ‘‘If Clinton 
nominated her it would put several of our 
senators in a real difficult position.’’ 

Mr. Lott declined through a spokeswoman 
to comment. 

Judge Sotomayor sits on Federal District 
Court in Manhattan, and the aides said some 
senators believe that her record on the bench 
fits the profile of an ‘‘activist judge,’’ a de-
scription that has been used by conserv-
atives to question a jurist’s ability to con-
strue the law narrowly. It is a description 
that Judge Sotomayor’s supporters, includ-
ing some conservative New York lawyers, 
dispute. 

Senator Patrick Leahy of Vermont, the 
senior Democrat on the Judiciary Com-
mittee, was blunt in his criticism of the Re-
publicans who are blocking a confirmation 
vote. ‘‘Their reasons are stupid at best and 
cowardly at worst,’ he said. 

‘‘What they are saying is that they have a 
brilliant judge who also happens to be a 
woman and Hispanic. and they haven’t the 
guts to stand up and argue publicly against 
her on the floor,’’ Senator Leahy said. ‘‘They 
just want to hide in their cloakrooms and do 
her in quietly.’’ 

The models for the strategy of putting can-
didates on appeals courts to enhance their 
stature as Supreme Court nominees are 
Judge Robert H. Bork and Judge Clarence 
Thomas. Both were placed on the Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit 
in part to be poised for nomination to the 
Supreme Court. Judge Bork was denied con-
firmation to the Supreme Court in 1987 and 
Judge Thomas was confirmed in 1991, in both 
cases after bruising political battles. 

The foundation for the Republicans’s strat-
egy is based on two highly speculative theo-
ries: that Mr. Clinton is eager to name the 
first Hispanic person to the Supreme Court 
and that he will have such an opportunity 
when one of the current justices, perhaps 
John Paul Stevens, retires at the end of the 
current Supreme Court term next month. 

Warnings about the possibility of Judge 
Sotomayor’s filling Justice Stevens’s seat 
was raised by the Wall Street Journal’s edi-
torial pages this month, both in an editorial 
and in an op-ed column by Paul A. Gigot, 
who often reflects conservative thinking in 
the Senate. 

Although justices often announce their re-
tirements at the end of a term, Justice Ste-
vens has not given a clue that he will do so. 
He has, in fact, hired law clerks for next 
year’s term. The Journal’s commentary also 
criticized Judge Sotomayor’s record, par-
ticularly her March ruling in a case involv-
ing a Manhattan business coalition, the 
Grand Central Partnership. She rules that in 
trying to give work experience to the home-
less, the coalition had violated Federal law 
by failing to pay the minimum wage. 

Gerald Walpin, a former Federal pros-
ecutor who is widely known in New York 
legal circles as a staunch conservative, took 
issue with the Journal’s criticism. 

‘‘If they had read the case they would see 
that she said she personally approved of the 
homeless program but that as a judge she 
was required to apply the law as it exists,’’ 
he said. ‘‘She wrote that the law does not 
permit an exception in this case. That’s ex-
actly what conservatives want: a nonactivist 
judge who does not apply her own views but 
is bound by the law.’’ Mr. Bush nominated 
Judge Sotomayor in 1992 after a rec-
ommendation from Daniel Patrick Moy-
nihan, New York’s Democratic Senator. 

It also remains unclear how some Senate 
Republicans came to believe that Judge 
Sotomayor was being considered as a can-
didate for the Supreme Court. Hispanic bar 
groups have for years pressed the Clinton 
Administration to name the first Hispanic 
justice, but White House officials said they 
are not committed to doing so. The Hispanic 
National Bar Association has submitted a 
list of six candidates for the Supreme Court 
to the White House. But Martin R. Castro, a 
Chicago lawyer and official of the group, said 
Judge Sotomayor’s name is not on the list. 

The only Republicans to vote against her 
in March were Senator John Kyl of Arizona 
and Senator John Ashcroft of Missouri. The 
committee’s other conservative members, in-
cluding Orrin G. Hatch of Utah and Strom 
Thurmond of South Carolina, voted in her 
favor. Mr. Kyl and Mr. Ashcroft both de-
clined to comment today. 

[From the Washington Post, June 13, 1998] 
UNPACKING THE COURT 

The saga of the North Carolina seats on 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 4th Circuit 
is a caricature of the power individual sen-
ators have to hold up judicial nominations. 
In 1990 Congress added some seats to the 4th 
Circuit, including one for North Carolina. to 
this day—71⁄2 years later—that seat remains 
vacant. The reason is a byzantine power play 
by Sen. Jesse Helms. 

The first nomination to the ghost seat was 
made by President Bush in 1991. He picked a 
conservative district court judge and Helms 
favorite named Terrence Boyle. That nomi-
nation was dropped—much to Mr. Helm’s 
fury—when Mr. Bush subsequently lost the 
1992 election. Since then Mr. Helms has sty-
mied President Clinton’s efforts to fill the 
seat. When President Clinton named Rich 
Leonard to it late in 1995, Mr. Helms blocked 
the nomination, and the Senate never acted 
on it. With no prospect of success, the nomi-
nation was not resubmitted in the next Con-
gress. What’s more, since Judge Dixon Phil-
lips Jr. took senior status in 1994 and there-
by opened another North Carolina slot on 
the court, Mr. Helms has also blocked the 
administration’s attempts to fill that seat. 
As a result, the president’s choice—U.S. Dis-
trict Judge James Beaty Jr.—has been in 
limbo for 21⁄2 years without getting even a 
hearing. Mr. Helms has not even indicated to 
the administration what sort of nominees 
might be acceptable. 

Mr. Helms has argued in talks with the ad-
ministration that the court needs no more 
judges—a point on which he is, ironically, 
supported by the 4th Circuit’s own conserv-
ative chief judge, Harvie Wilkinson III. Mr. 
Helms, however, was making no such argu-
ment when Judge Boyle was up for the slot. 
And it’s a bit difficult to imagine him mak-
ing the same point now were the president’s 
nominees not likely to add a little ideolog-
ical—and, for that matter, ethnic—diversity 
to one of the most conservative courts in the 
country. Mr. Clinton’s nominees would, in-
deed, change the 4th Circuit—which covers 
Maryland, Virginia, South Carolina, West 
Virginia and North Carolina—and the arch- 
conservative senator cannot be required to 
relish this prospect. 

But ultimately the Constitution gives the 
president, not individual senators, the power 
to name judges. And Mr. Helms’s effort to 
keep the court conservative by keeping it 
small is an improper aggrandizement of his 
own rule. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if I have 
time left, I yield it back. I yield the 
floor. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

MR. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, June 17, 1998, the federal debt 
stood at $5,491,718,359,124.33 (Five tril-
lion, four hundred ninety-one billion, 
seven hundred eighteen million, three 
hundred fifty-nine thousand, one hun-
dred twenty-four dollars and thirty- 
three cents). 

One year ago, June 17, 1997, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,329,352,000,000 
(Five trillion, three hundred twenty- 
nine billion, three hundred fifty-two 
million). 

Five years ago, June 17, 1993, the fed-
eral debt stood at $4,296,788,000,000 
(Four trillion, two hundred ninety-six 
billion, seven hundred eighty-eight 
million). 

Ten years ago, June 17, 1988, the fed-
eral debt stood at $2,526,239,000,000 (Two 
trillion, five hundred twenty-six bil-
lion, two hundred thirty-nine million). 

Fifteen years ago, June 17, 1983, the 
federal debt stood at $1,303,759,000,000 
(One trillion, three hundred three bil-
lion, seven hundred fifty-nine million) 
which reflects a debt increase of more 
than $4 trillion—$4,187,959,359,124.33 
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